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REPLY TOATTENTION OF:

/ SHS-12

spril 24, 1991

reter Vagt

4arzyn Engineering Inc.
435 Devon Park Drive
3uite 702

4ayne, PA 15087

#e: Remedial Investigation Report Comments = American Chemical
Services NPL Site - Griffith, Indiana

Dear Dr. Vagt:

Enclosed as Attachment 1, you will find compiled corments from U.S.
FPA, IDEM, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Bervics and Weston Inc. on the
American Chemical Services Remedial Investigation Report submitted
to U.S. EPA in final form on January 31, 1951, According to tae
Consent Order for this site, you have thirty (30) days from your
feceipt of these comments to revise the docurents.

Of particular importanca in the comment package is a four page

Regrent titled Bxample Analysis for Ecological Assessment. This
Reguent of the comment package is intended to provide an example of

what the Region €§§S;Eg—iﬂ_n_snmpxghgns;ye ecological assessment.

Vlease have your Tisk assessors review this example analysis, and
then contact me wvith a date for U.S. EPA representatives and Warzyn
to meet. The agenda of the meating will be to provide Warzy-

enough jinsight on what the Region expects in an acceptabl.
ecological assessment.

it you have any questions concerning the enclosed comment package,
Mlease contact me at (312) 886-5116.

Nincerely,

LA AL

Robert E. Swale
Nemedial Project Manager

fMeclosure

<c: Kevin Domack, Warzyn-Madiscn w/enclesure

Printec en Recyss2 Pide
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of the risk calculation. Obviously, {f the site had been
rexediated, ve would not need to do a Baseline Risk Assessment
to evaluata risks from current or futurs land use. This bullet
is misleading and should be deleted.

Section 7,2, Page 350
General Comments

This ecological assessrment is a qualitative assessment of thg
actual or potential ecological impacts of the site. If a
qualitative ecological assessment is the objective of the work
plan, this task has been completad.

One major preblem found in the report was the inconsistency in
measurement units (e.g., milligrams versus microgranms).
Because of this, inappropriate conclusions are drawn in the
report. In addition, the conceptual model describing
potential ecological exposure pathways is incomplete and needs
to be expanded. Conclusions cannet be drawn concerning the
potential ecological impact of the site until sediment quality
criteria are obtained, and other corrections are made.

Section 7.2, Page %0 - Other manuals are available for
guidance on ecological assessnments, though not as recent as
the Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund = Volume II =
Environmental Manual (U.S. BPA, 198S), including:

o U.S. EPA. 1986. Ecological Risk Assessment. Offica of
Pesticides Progranm. wWashington, D.cC. EPA-540/5-85-001.

o U.S. EPA. 1989. [Ecological Assessment of Hazardous

Waste Sites. A TField and Llaboratory Reference.
Environmental Research Laboratory. Corvallis, Oregon.
EPA/600/3-89/013.

. Oak Ridge National Laboratory. 1986. User's Manual for
Ecological Risk Assessment. Eds. L.W. Barnthouse and
G.W. Suter 1II. Prepared for U.S. EPa, Interagency

Section 7.2.1, Page S1 - Future site ecological risks should
be assessed as well,

Section 7.2.2, Page 52, Paragraph 2, Line 4 - Should use lower
case "s" for the word Sites.
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Example Analysis for Ecologfcgl Assessment

In the Remedial Investigation Report for the ACS-NPL site, three
types of habitats are described. Two wetland areas occur on the
site, and are described in a wetland delineation done by the USFWS
as having high natural resocurce value due to the diversity of
f habitat types. In tha northwest corner of the site is a matura ocak
! hardwood stand, and the inactive landfill and part of the off-site
containment area provide some field (grassland) habitat.

The Remedial Investigation statas that the ACS vatershed is
hydrologically isoclated. Water sources are primarily from
precipitation within the watershed, and most discharge is through
evapotranspiration and infiltration. Prior to the esarly 1580's,
surface water flowed through a drainage ditch and discharged to a
wetland south of the active 1landfill arsa. The landfill has
expanded, and this ditch 'is dewatered and no longer acts as a
surface vater runoff route. A ditch west of the off-gite
containment area is a surface water flow path which drains toward
the landfill excavation. Groundwater discharges into the latter
drainage ditch and into wWetland I.

Most ©of the surface drainages described are ephemeral ditches. -
Based on the density of cattails around it, a ditch through Wetland:
I eppears to contain water much of the year. Fish and Wildlife
Service has reported fish are present in this ditch.

Permanent ponds on the site include a fire pond and process lagoon
on the ACS property and a disposal cell at the landfill. The ACS
plant ponds do not provide aquatic habitat becausa of their
industrial use, Water is continually being pumped ¢from <the
disposal cell on the landfill in anticipation of future use.

The Fish and Wildlife Service delineated and described two wetland
areas in the Site watershed. The northern wetland, designated
Wetland I, is approximately 20 acres, while Wetland II, located
'south of the Chasapeake and Ohio railrocad tracks, is approximately
s acres. The wetland communities are described in the RI report.

Mature oak forests are located on the western and northeastern
corners and on the eastern side of the site. The perimeter of the
woods includes species typical of disturbed areas, such as
cottonwoods, aspens and sumacs. The inactive landfill and parts of
the off-site containment area provide some field (grassland)
habitat. The remaining terrestrial areas are developed or are
devoid of vegetation.
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Based on the types of habitat present on site, the following specie
wvas evaluated for potential risks: wmink. Mink was evaluated due
to the type of habitat existing at the site and due to its
sensitivity to the organic contaminants at the site. Weasels would
also be included in this type of evaluation.

Contaminants of ecological concern are those detected in
senvironmental media of the habitats on-site. These hablitats, and
environmental media which are sampled, includa:

Wet}and surface vaters and sedinents
Drainage ditch surface waters and sedinrents
goils from the off-site containment area

Chemicals of concern for terrestrial habitats are considered to be
those chenicals found in shallow soils (< 4 feet depth). Chemicals
found in deeper eoils are generally not readily available to
biological comrunities. However, migration of contamination to the
groundwater has occurred on-site, and there i3 groundwater
discharge into Wetland I. Risk calculations will be done using
concentrations found in shallow soils, and also assuzming potential
exposure to maximum concentrations found in deeper soils via
groundwater discharge.

Contaminants of ecological concern are listed in Table 7-39 of the
RI Baseline Risk Assessment. Background for organic contaminants
and for metals in surface watars is considered to be 2ero.
Background concentrations for metals in soils are included in Table
7=39.

PCBE values used are for total Arochlors. Seven of the metals found
in surface waters exceeded either acute or chronic U.§ EPA Anbient
Water Quality Criteria (AWQC). The Remedial Investigation did not
address metal levels as it stated that the highest metal
concentrations found in sediments were for metals which are
considered essential plant nutrients. However, nonessential tracs
metals can be toxic at much lower levels (Eisler 1585). Because of
a lack of data, this risk assessment will be conservative. Maximum
contaminant concentrations found on-site will be used as exposure
levels, and 100% availability of contaninants will be assumed. One
method used to determine availability of contaninants in sediments,
the Equilibrium Partitioning approach (U.S. EPA 1588}, uses the
apount of a substance bound by sediments (unavailable) and the
concentration in the interstitial water (available). This ratio
depends on grain size and total organic carbon (TOC) content, which
were not measured for sedinent samples from this site. Thereforas,
100% availability will be used.
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The Contaminants Used j{n this assessment wgre chosen for the
following r'easong:

They are Conpoundg which bicaccunulate in the food Chain--pcpg
and cadmiup (Eisler isgg, Hamnons et a1, 1978).

Data jg available on wvhich assumptiong about contaminant
&xXposure of an organisnp via uptake through food itemg can be

Liter‘ature Values are Available ¢qo deternine concentrations
&bove which eXposure Poses a rigk to &n organigm,

Qse the Contaminateg Tesource relative t¢o its home range. fThe
&ssumption {g Rade that habjtat on the home range is honogencous,
and that the Anima} Spends an equal amount of tine in each Portion
of the Tange. Since Wetlang g is larger than the &verage home
range for Rink, the area uge factor jg 100%, ‘I’heretore, 100% of
t?c diet will pe Consumed jnp the contaninated wetlands on the Acs
8ite.

To determine risk due ¢4 ingestion of contaminateq Prey, a
contaminant Concentratien in the Prey is needed. Mink feed op
inall mammajg, Sraytish, gian and anphibjang. For peces, thne
bioaccunulation factor (BAF) gfop 8nall mammalg 4g 0.07 (Chartersg

stated otherwig, « The Bap for the terrestrial Species apove are
conservative ag they lncorpnrato 8011 organic content, whereag for

:he mink'g diat, the contaminant dose for peps is:

‘he sum of ¢ Concentration ©f PCBs in loﬂ/surtace vater (ppm) =

AF/ECF for the Pray Species « 3 of diet, wvhich 8qualsg:

500)(0.07)(.25);(.00084)(5.1)(.25)+(500)(o.22)(.25)+(.00084)(225
. m

T protection of mink, the maximun Permissiple tissue
'‘ncentration of their diet g 0.64 ng/kg (Plantonow and Karstag
73). Based op the Calculateq dose, this diet wag Considered a

s”

-

>

lgi/



20 .

Acsericas Chemical Servioms NPL Sise
Apnl 2, 1991
Page 45 of 45 Pogen

For cadrmium, the BAF for crayfish is 184, for frogs is 130, and for
freshwater fish is 2213. fThae calculated dose is:

(.00072) (184) (.33)+(159) (130) (.33)+(.00072) (2213)(.33) =6821.7 ppm
For mammals, the dietary level of cadmium below which chronic
effects should not occur is 100 ppb (Eisler 1985)., Expcsure from
this diet iz considered a rigk to mink.



